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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
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No. 95-6652

SYLVESTER EMERSON W LLI AMVS,

Petitioner - Appellant,

Ver sus

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA; T. TRAVIS MEDLOCK,
Attorney General of South Carolina,

Respondents - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Geenville. G Ross Anderson, Jr., District
Judge. (CA-94-1900-6- 3- AK, CA-95-38-6-3-AK, CA-95-40-6- 3- AK)

Subm tted: Cctober 8, 1996 Deci ded: COctober 23, 1996

Bef ore HALL, MJURNAGHAN, and LUTTIG Gircuit Judges.

Dismssed in part and affirnmed as nodified in part by unpublished
per curiam opi ni on.

Syl vester Enmerson WIIlianms, Appellant Pro Se. Bar bara Murci er
Bowens, OFFICE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Col unbia, South
Carolina; Larry Ceveland Batson, Robert Eric Petersen, SOUTH
CAROLI NA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTI ONS, Col unmbi a, South Carolina, for
Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Syl vester WIllianms seeks to appeal the district court's order
denying relief on his habeas corpus petition, 28 U S.C. § 2254
(1994), anended by Antiterrorismand Effecti ve Death Penalty Act of
1996, Pub. L. No. 104-132, 110 Stat. 1214, and his 42 U.S.C. § 1983
(1994) conplaints. W have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinion accepting the recommendati on of the nmagistrate
judge and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a certif-
| cat e of probabl e cause to appeal ; to the extent that a certificate
of appeal ability may be required, we deny such a certificate. W
di sm ss the appeal of No. 6:94-1900-3AK on the reasoning of the
district court. WIlianms v. South Carolina, No. 6:94-1900-3AK(L)

(D.S.C. Apr. 12, 1995). W affirmas nodified the judgnents in
Nos. 6:95-38-3AK and 6: 95-40- 3AK. We nodify the judgnents di sm ss-
ing the § 1983 actions to dism ssals w thout prejudice because
Wllianms filed a notice of voluntary dism ssal under Fed. R GCiv.
P. 41(a)(1l) before judgnent and before the defendants filed a
responsi ve pleading. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the deci sional

Process.
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